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Abstract 
The article discusses the role of knowledge strategy in organisation.  Knowledge and the way how organisations work with it 
directly influences their readiness for action and success, especially in knowledge society. Knowledge consists of two dimensions, 
explicit and tacit. Although all organisations work with both dimensions, one of them is usually more important for concrete 
organisation. Based on their leading knowledge dimension, organisations can choose between two basic knowledge strategies, a 
codification or a personalisation strategy. Codification strategy is more convenient for organisations for which explicit knowledge 
is the leading one; personalisation strategy supports the work with tacit knowledge. Historically organisations were recommended 
to choose one of the strategies and to stick to it. When we look at latest case studies and empiric researches we see that many 
organisations do not choose one knowledge strategy and try to address both dimensions of knowledge equally. Is it good decision or 
no? Is it still true that every organisation has one leading dimension of knowledge and should choose correct knowledge strategy to 
become successful? The article tries to find some answers to this question on the example of top knowledge institution, University 
of Economics, Prague.    
Keywords: knowledge, knowledge strategy, codification strategy, personalisation strategy, system of organisational management 
1. Introduction 
Knowledge is important factor of readiness to action and success of any organisation. Knowledge strategies 
represent basic guidelines on how to approach and manage knowledge in concrete organisation. There are many 
different concepts and classifications of knowledge. The simplest and probably the most practically oriented concept 
divides knowledge to two dimensions, explicit and tacit (Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995). Explicit dimension is encoded 
in organisational formal models, rules, documents, drawings, products, services, facilities, systems, and processes and 
is easily communicated externally (Vail, 1999, Al-Ghassani et al., 2006). Tacit dimension is stored in peoples’ brains 
as mental models, experiences, and skills and is difficult to communicate externally (Vail, 1999). Explicit dimension 
can be expressed in formal and systematic language and can be shared in the form of data in ICT system. Tacit 
dimension is highly personal, often subconscious (Mládková, 2005). Attempts to make it explicit usually damage it 
(Polanyi, 1966). In majority of organizations, one of dimensions is leading. Organisations that work more with explicit 
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knowledge have been recommended to adopt codification knowledge strategy that supports the full use of potential of 
explicit knowledge. Codification strategy means development and exploitation of adequate ICT system. Organisations 
that work more with tacit knowledge have been recommended to adopt personalization strategy. It helps them to 
orientate on tacit knowledge and its sharing. This objective can be achieved only by the work with people (Beer, M., 
Nohria, N. 2000). Orientation and work with ICT and with people are two different objectives that require different 
managerial tools and approaches.  
 
Of course, the leading dimension of knowledge is not the only factor that influences the choice of the knowledge 
strategy. In ideal situation, knowledge strategy of concrete organisation should depend on its other concrete 
conditions. First of all the general plans (mission, vision) and corporate strategy must be taken into account. Chosen 
knowledge strategy must be fully compatible with strategies on hierarchically higher levels. As organisations are 
social systems and develop in time, when deciding for knowledge strategy, managers should take into account also 
other parts of the system of organisational management namely the type of organisational structure, corporate culture 
and existing ITC system.   
 
The theory of two knowledge strategies was published nearly 14 years ago (Beer, M., Nohria, N. 2000). Since then 
the knowledge economy extremely evolved, mostly due to fast and unpredictable development of ICT. We have 
Internet, social networks, incredible technical appliances. Has it changed the situation for “normal” organisations? It 
has been speculated that financially strong organisations can equally support work with both dimensions and do not 
have to bother themselves with the choice of the proper knowledge strategy. Is it true for all organisations now? The 
article discusses the problematic of two knowledge strategies on the example of top knowledge organisation, the 
University of Economics, Prague. The University is the leading organisation in economic and business sciences in the 
Czech Republic and one of the best in the region of central Europe.  
2. Literature Review And Hypotheses  
2.1. System of Organisational Management 
System of organizational management is a set of methods, techniques and approaches, usually divided to 
subsystems and interlinked to logical complex. Systems of organizational management are based on prerequisite that 
any resource must be used in relation to other resources. If the system of management is not complex, the exploitation 
of the resource may be less productive, even contra productive (Truneček, 2007). Properly created system of 
organisational management creates synergy. Word synergy comes from Greek synergos that means working together. 
Synergy can be defined as a state in which two or more things work together in a particularly fruitful way that 
produces an effect greater the sum of their individual effects. Expressed also as "the whole is greater than the sum of 
its parts” (Synergism, 2012). Synergism is than combined action or operation and the potential ability of individual 
organizations or groups to be more successful or productive as a result of a merger (Synergism, 2012). E.g. system of 
organisational management is an approach to management that involves holistic thinking and understanding of 
situations; managers accept the fact that their organization is a system and all events and processes as interconnected. 
 
There are many approaches to the system of organisational management, from first attempts of classic management 
(Fayol, Weber) to very modern approaches (Senge, Truneček) (Mládková, 2012a). The strategy (mission, vision, 
strategies, including knowledge strategies) are always on the top of the whole system. If we want to do or achieve 
something, we must know what we want and how to get to it.   
2.2. Knowledge and Knowledge Management 
There are many definitions of knowledge. For example, Tobin (1996) understands knowledge as information plus 
intuition and experience. Veber (2000) defines knowledge as a changing system with interactions among experience, 
skills, facts, relations, values, thinking processes and meanings. Kanter (1999) says knowledge is information with 
context that provides the basis for actions and decision making. Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995) define knowledge as 
justified true belief. Beckman (1997) writes that knowledge is information plus choice, experience, principles, 
limitations and learning (Mládková, 2012b).  
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Knowledge can be classified into different groups. The simplest and probably the most practical classification is the 
classification by Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995) who see knowledge as created and expanded through interaction 
between tacit and explicit knowledge.  
 
Explicit knowledge is encoded in organisational formal models, rules, documents, drawings, products, services, 
facilities, systems, and processes and is easily communicated externally (Vail, 1999, Al-Ghassani et al., 2006). Tacit 
knowledge is stored in peoples’ brains as mental models, experiences, and skills and is difficult to communicate 
externally (Vail, 1999).  
 
Knowledge management can be defined from two perspectives; a process perspective and an outcome perspective. 
The process perspective focuses on how to work with knowledge; the outcome perspective stresses the benefits of 
knowledge management for an organisation (Bair, O’Connor 1998, Al-Ghassani et al., 2006). A combination of both 
perspectives is also possible (Mládková, 2011).  
 
Knowledge management helps to manage knowledge available in organisation in relation to organisational 
objectives. Newman (1991) sees knowledge management as a process of controlling the creation, dissemination, and 
utilisation of knowledge. Snowden (1998) understands knowledge management as the identification, optimisation, and 
active management of intellectual assets, either in the form of explicit knowledge held in artefacts or as tacit 
knowledge possessed by individuals or communities to hold, share and grow the tacit knowledge. Kanter (1999) sees 
knowledge management to be concerned with the way an organisation gains a competitive advantage and builds an 
innovative and successful organisation. Tiwana (2000) understands knowledge management as the management of 
organisational knowledge for creating business value and generating competitive advantage. Tiwana (2000), states that 
knowledge management enables the creation, communication, and application of knowledge of all kinds to achieve 
business goals. Klasson (1999) defines knowledge management as the ability to create and retain greater value from 
core business competencies (Al-Ghassani et al., 2006). All definitions focus on the fact that knowledge is a valuable 
asset that must be managed, and that knowledge management is important to provide strategies to retain knowledge 
and to improve performance (Al-Ghassani et al., 2006, Mládková, 2011, Mládková 2012). 
 
Knowledge management creates the environment in which knowledge can be got, distributed, created, shared.   
2.3. Knowledge Strategy  
Strategy is a concept of organisational behaviour focused mostly on organising activities and resource allocation to 
achieve corporate objectives (Veber, 2000). Strategy can also be defined as a method or plan chosen to bring about a 
desired future, such as achievement of a goal or solution to a problem (Strategy, 2014). Knowledge strategy is as Zack 
(1999) explicitly defines “balancing knowledge-based resources and capabilities to the knowledge required for 
providing products or services in ways superior to those of competitors.” Beer and Nohria (2000) distinguish between 
two types of knowledge strategy, the codification and personalisation strategy. The chosen strategy determines which 
dimension gains more attention in an organisation and with which dimension will knowledge workers preferably 
work. Knowledge strategyy must be driven from the general strategies, especially from vision and mission. As such it 
is the crown on the top of the system of organizational management, the part of the leading mechanism of this system 
and other subsystems (organizational structure, HR, ICT system, etc….) must be adjusted so that they helped to 
achieve it. 
 
Organisations whose leading dimension of knowledge is an explicit dimension should adopt the codification 
strategy. Their activity is usually based on repeated processes and standardised procedures. Their product is stable, 
minor changes are made only when the customer requires it and technology allows it. The organisation is usually 
orientated to mass production or has to solve a similar problem again and again. Organisations like that create wide, 
high quality and reliable databases which allow the storing, generation, adapting and combining of huge volumes of 
data and create statistics, etc. The reuse of knowledge saves work and reduces communication costs. The fact that an 
organisation works mostly with explicit knowledge influences the profile of its knowledge workers. The organisation 
tends to hire people who finished a middle level of education or new graduates. The major requirement on people is 
the ability to work with ICT and the ability to generate data from the databases and to adapt them as required at the 
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time. People are rewarded for contribution to the organisation document database. Highly expert knowledge and 
creativity are not required (Kelemen, 2010, Mládková, 2011, Mládková, 2012b). 
 
Organisations whose leading dimension of knowledge is a tacit dimension adopt the so called personalisation 
strategy. These organisations support interaction and communication among employees. They are orientated to 
solutions of special unique problems, high level advice and provide expert solutions. Their products are specific, often 
tailored to special requirements of their customers. ICT has only the supportive role for this type of organisation. 
Knowledge workers of a tacit knowledge based organisation are top educated specialists and experts who often work 
only part-time for the organisation. The most important asset is the knowledge owned by those experts. The 
organisation should provide experts with space and culture that supports the exchange and sharing of knowledge and 
develop human networks. Expert teams are part-time teams and are rewarded for knowledge sharing (Kelemen, 2010, 
Mládková, 2011, Mládková, 2012b). 
  
H1: Organisation that fails to decide and choose clear knowledge strategy suffers with inefficiencies in knowledge 
creation, sharing and distribution.    
 
H2: Organisation that fails to decide and choose clear knowledge strategy has problems to meet its objectives.   
3. Methodology 
3.1. Research Goal 
The research goal is to test the importance of clear knowledge strategy on the example of the concrete organisation. 
University of Economics, Prague was chosen as a subject of the case study. It is a top knowledge organisation, the 
leader in the field of economics studies in the Czech Republic.  
3.2. Sample and Data Collection 
As the analytical part of the paper is a case study, the sample is just one organisation, University of Economics, 
Prague. To make the analysis of the situation at the University of Economics, Prague, official documents of the 
organisation on its system of organisational management, namely mission, vision, strategies, and organisational 
structure, will be analysed; the way how organisation works with and manages its knowledge will be reviewed by the 
questionnaire our team developed and uses for evaluation of knowledge management activities in organizations 
(Mládková, 2011).  
 
The questionnaire is divided into the following sections. Section 1 covers questions on the character of the 
interviewed organisation – name of the company, a description of its major business, its annual revenues, its number 
of employees, and the educational profile of its employees. Section 2 consists of questions on important structural 
prerequisites of knowledge management; knowledge strategy, the type of organisational structure, cooperation, 
relationships of the organisation to knowledge, and trust. Section 3 asks questions about ICT. Its role is to find out 
which means the organisation uses to support work with explicit knowledge. Section 4 is focused on the style of work 
in the organisation and includes questions on the type of meetings, job descriptions, communication and 
communication channels. This section helps us to discover whether or not an environment for the sharing of tacit 
knowledge exists within the organisation. Section 5 asks questions about traditional apprenticeship programmes.  
Section 6 enquires how organisations train new employees. This section helps us to find out about knowledge intensity 
of work in the organisation. We ask not only questions on how the organisation trains newcomers but also how the 
newcomers’ knowledge fits the organisational needs and requirements. The next three sections are dedicated to the 
tools used for working with tacit knowledge and tacit knowledge sharing. All three traditional tools for tacit 
knowledge sharing are examined (Mládková, 2005). Section 6 asks questions around coaching and mentoring. We are 
interested especially in the average time of coaching activities, the style of relationship between a coach and a coached 
person, and how the organisation rewards coaching activities. Section 7 analyses communities. We are interested in 
both formal and informal communities, physical and virtual. Organisations are also asked about typical dysfunctions 
that communities tend to suffer. Section 8 is the last section and asks questions concerning storytelling. The existence 
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of negative and positive stories within the organisation are checked. We also ask if stories are used in the company 
purposefully or not and where they are usually told.   
 
The questionnaire provides us with detailed information about work with knowledge and knowledge management 
in the interviewed organisations. It helps to identify best practices, mistakes and problems and presents us with a 
picture about the quality and functionality of the knowledge market in the organisation. Some questions are 
interlinked; answers to them should be compatible. These questions are important as they validate the questionnaire. 
The reason for the incompatibility of answers to such questions is always strictly enquired and the interviewer is asked 
to explain the reason in detail. In case of doubt, the questionnaire is rejected.  
3.3. Analyses and Results 
University of Economics, Prague is the leading institution providing high education in the field of economy and 
business in the Czech Republic. The University consists of 6 faculties, 5 in Prague, one in Jindrichuv Hradec. It 
employs over 700 academic workers, has around 20000 students. The University is highly evaluated both nationally 
and internationally. It works on ECTS and DS labels. The UEP is ranked as one of best business schools in Central 
and Eastern Europe by Financial Times and Eduniversal Rankings. The UEP is a public institution. Due to the historic 
development, public universities and high schools have higher credit than private institutions in the Czech Republic 
(VSE, 2014). 
 
As a public institution, the UEP is nearly exclusively financed by the Ministry of Education, Youth and Sports of 
the Czech Republic. Except of exceptional situations (exceed of the time of study, programs provided in foreigner 
language) the UEP cannot collect fee. Minority of money is also gained on research projects and from sponsors. 
Ministry of Education, Youth and Sports finances public universities and high schools based on complex algorithm 
that takes into the account for example allowed numbers of students in individual programs, performance in science 
measured by predefined types of publications and citations, quality of programs (employment rate of graduates, 
staffing) and international mobility (MSMT, 2014). The algorithm is open to change and it is difficult to predict his 
form in future which complicates the work with long term objectives and planning.  
 
As mentioned above, there are two types of knowledge strategy. Codification strategy relies on work with 
standardized explicit knowledge. Organizations with this strategy provide customers with standardized customized 
products and services. Personalization strategy relies more on highly personal tacit knowledge which enables the 
organization to provide customers with specialized creative solutions. It also depends on highly qualified experts who 
work more independently.  
 
The UEP was founded in 1953 with the strategy to provide top education in economy and business fields. Up to the 
Velvet revolution, its knowledge strategy was a personalization strategy. Though not formulated (knowledge 
management initiatives started around 1985 and works on knowledge strategies appeared around 2000) it was strictly 
implemented. The university did not break studies to bachelor and a magister program; the study took 4-5 years and 
was finished by master degree. In spite of the fact that the communistic economy was a planned economy, the 
university provided its graduates with very good education in their fields. Students were chosen in strict application 
process (not only on political aspects), and went through strict selection later in the studies. There were people who 
left the university during the third year of study because they failed to pass an exam. The academic staff was limited in 
cooperation with western countries but cooperated with universities in the eastern bloc. The research was focused on 
problems interesting for the local enterprises. The university and researches were financed by the state. It is necessary 
to mention that two of three presidents of the Czech Republic are graduates of the UEP.  
 
After the Velvet revolution the university reorganized faculties and started to cooperate with western universities. 
Certain aspects from previous history remained. The university is a public university, still financed by the government. 
It also cannot appoint top level academic staff itself. In the Czech Republic, associated professors are appointed by the 
Ministry of Education, Youth and Sports of the Czech Republic, professors are appointed by the president of the 
republic. The university only recommends them for the nomination (based on strict rules). Now the university works 
on ECTS credits and DS label.  
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The Bologna process greatly influenced the organization of studies at the UEP. All faculties broke their studies to 
bachelor and master programs. The Ministry of Education, Youth and Sports of the Czech Republic altered the 
algorithm in favor of numbers of students accepted to bachelor study programs. The idea was to increase the number 
of university graduated students in the Czech Republic that was too low compared to western countries. Unfortunately 
bachelor programs do not have historical background in the Czech Republic, and majority of BA graduates wants to 
go on in master programs. The number of students raised, the quality of study declined. Due to the growing numbers 
of students and ongoing development in ICT, many activities that used to be done personally and during which the 
teacher personally communicated with the student (exams, evaluation of tests, consultations) become computerized. 
This inhibits tacit knowledge sharing between the teacher and the student. The attempt to reach criteria of the Bologna 
process diverted the UEP from traditional personalization strategy to the codification strategy. In past four, three years 
the Ministry of Education, Youth and Sports of the Czech Republic search for ways how to raise the research activity 
done by public universities. The ministry also started the work on the new Higher Education Act. There is lot of 
lobbying and politics between public universities of different specialization (for example on details of individual 
parameters of the algorithm) and political parties (the government changes all the time).  The result of these activities 
is great uncertainty but the university struggles to keep is leading role in the region, and improve its position in 
Europe, research including. The basic strategy documents show that the university is not happy with codification 
knowledge strategy and wants to return back the personalization strategy. Unfortunately this process is undermined by 
today’s system of management of the university that would much better support the codification strategy. 
 
The basic strategic document of the University of Economics, Prague is a Long term intention for 2011-2015. The 
document defines vision and mission of organization and strategic intentions for period 2011-2015. Mission is as 
follows: “The UEP provides education in wide spectrum of economic and other study programs on bachelor, master 
and PH.D. studies. It relies on qualified and highly motivated academic staff and students of Ph.D. programs. The 
UEP is strongly oriented on research activities including preparation of students in PH.D. programs. It respects 
indivisibility of pedagogical and research activities. The UEP is intensively connected to international cooperation 
including education in foreigner languages, teachers’and students’ mobilities, programs in foreigner languages and is 
respected partner in cooperation with governmental and non- governmental institutions and with business (VSE, 
2014a)”.  
 
The vision says that the UEP wants to be internationally respected research university providing elite master and 
Ph.D education in economic and related fields at all faculties. This will be supplemented with academic and on some 
faculties newly formed professional bachelor education with strong regional relation and quality programs of lifelong 
and managerial learning. The UEP strongly supports shift of tertiary education in the Czech Republic from quantity to 
quality (VSE, 2014a).   
 
The vision and mission create background for so called Strategic intentions. Current Strategic intentions for period 
2011-2015 and are classified in key groups – quality and relevance of academic activities, staffing, 
internationalization, cooperation with practice, availability of university education, consultancy on university, PR and 
marketing, efficiency and finances, investment planning, catering  and accommodation for students. All key groups 
cover important objectives and tools how to achieve them (VSE, 2014b).  
 
The UEP as any organization must use both dimensions of knowledge but even though it does not define the 
official knowledge strategy, the Strategic intention for 2011-2015 indicates that the university goes more in the 
direction of the personalization strategy then the codification one. Especially objectives on high quality and elite 
master and Ph.D. education, bachelor education tailored to needs of the local market, high level in research and 
yearning for good international credit support this orientation. The UEP does not intend to be a local business school 
but a research university with strong international reputation.  
 
The fact that the knowledge strategy is only intuitive and is not clearly defined creates problems and 
misunderstandings in everyday operation, and leads to contra productive activities and managerial decisions and 
undermines motivation to fight for excellence. It also does not allow addressing and eliminating inefficiencies in the 
lower levels of the system of management that play against the personalization strategy. 
 
634   Ludmila Mládková /  Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences  150 ( 2014 )  628 – 636 
 
Organization that decides for personalization strategy must pay strong attention to knowledge sharing (including 
tacit knowledge). It requires flexible organizational structure, preferably up and down or hypertext (Nonaka and 
Takeuchi, 1995), good relationships between people that support trust based on knowledge, relationships and empathy, 
team work, proper training programs and well developed tools for work with tacit knowledge (coaching, and 
mentoring programs, healthy communities supporting organizational objectives, management of storytelling). Up to 
this, employees must be motivated to meet each other and communicate, must know, understand and support the 
corporate strategy and its knowledge strategy (Mládková, 2012b). Without clear definition, the organization does not 
see importance and cannot support implementation of personalization strategy these enablers.   
 
The analysis of the UEP personalization strategy enablers brings following results. The UEP organizational 
structure reflects traditional style of organizing university in our region and is regulated by the Higher Education Act. 
The university is governed by the president, the academic senate of the university, and the board of directors. It has 6 
faculties managed by their deans and faculty academic senates. The president is a statutory representative of the 
university but her rights are limited by the academic senate that elects (and recalls) the candidate to president (appoints 
the president of the republic), decides on financial management (budget, financial reports) and must approve majority 
of president’s important decisions. The academic senate is elected for three years; each faculty elects its own 
representatives. The board of directors consists of elected people not UEP employees and has supervisory role.  
Faculties are relatively independent, they work with their own budgets and the president has limited rights to intervene 
in faculty matters. She is more the representative and lobbyist, the executive role is on deans of faculties. Faculties 
broke down to departments. Both faculties and departments are created on the principle of specialization for example 
Faculty of Business Administration (department of management, marketing, logistics, HR, etc), Faculty of Finances, 
Faculty of Statistics and Informatics.    
 
The cooperation of employees works well on top managerial level. The president has her collegiums of president 
where she and her vice-presidents regularly meet deans, the school financial manager and the chairman of the 
university academic senate. Vice-presidents also regularly meet with vice-deans of the same (similar) specialization. 
The cooperation of academic staff is problematic, mostly on personal relationships. Joint research inter-faculty 
programs are not usual, some faculties try to support inter-department researches but it is not a custom. Attempts to 
create university research centre failed.  
 
The type of organizational structure serves well to pedagogical activities (faculties are teaching their specialization 
for their students and in case of important courses (math, finances, management) also for other faculties) but it is one 
of the most limiting factors concerning the research activities. It fragmentize knowledge force in silos of knowledge 
monopolies and does not support natural cooperation. The only place where people from one faculty can meet and talk 
people from another one is the canteen. But of course people go for lunch mostly with colleagues from their 
department. 
 
Trust is based mostly on knowledge and personal relationships at the UEP. Trust on knowledge is obvious; the 
house is full of the best Czech experts in economy and business fields. Anyway, trust on personal relationships is 
crucial. Many people work for the university all their life (the UEP has employees who work there for 40-50 years). 
So both good and bad relationships have long history which is very confusing for uninitiated and makes the 
cooperation difficult.  
 
The fact that the success of organization is derived more from the success of individual than the group (or team) 
supports competition not cooperation. 
 
The university has one integrated student information system (ISIS) but no platform for electronic communication 
among the academic staff. Though such a platform has been planned for a while, faculties has not agreed on the 
system and rules it is going to be based on, yet. ISIS supports the work with students; grading, communication, 
assignments, recordings (thesis); it is partly public and cannot serve as the platform academic staff communication.  
 
Students operate their own information system/social network (not on university equipment) called Borec (The 
Macho). They share their experience with courses and teachers, share and sell study materials and tests there. 
Academic staffs do not have official access to it.  
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The UEP does not offer coaching and mentoring activities. Some professors try to provide their Ph.D. students with 
support but it is not typical. Ph.D. students and newcomers are left along to help themselves. Communities are 
informal, built on personal relationships and are mostly of the character of helping communities (provide a forum for 
community members to help each other solve everyday work problems) and are unrecognized (not known to the 
organization) and cloaked (known only to people in the know). They starve with typical dysfunctions; elitism, 
knowledge monopolies, strong entrance barriers. Some politicizes and undermine efforts of their colleagues. Some 
academic staffs are members of external virtual communities. Except of pedagogical process where some teachers use 
storytelling to explain the topic, storytelling is not intentionally used at the UEP. Naturally told stories are usually 
negative (learning) stories. It indicates individualism of employees and reflects national culture.   
 
All above problems inhibit the efforts to implement personalization strategy (even if intuitively). The situation is 
made worse by the fact that majority of employees (academic and administrative) and students do not know what the 
strategic objectives are. Though the UEP has the vice-president for strategy, defined strategic objectives and Long 
term intentions for period 2011-2015 (available at the UEP web pages (VSE, 2014c)) these strategic documents are 
not widely known and shared. Some deans and department did not catch the shift from codification to personalization 
strategy and they strongly support teaching against research and publishing, the relict of raise in numbers of students 
due to the Bologna process. The research and publishing activities support is centralized for all faculties on the 
university level and it still does not provide right administrative support (of course except of exceptional support of 
certain administrative people).  
 
The analysis shows that the UEP is an example of organization that cannot meet requirements of both knowledge 
strategies. It is possible to say that the system of management of the UEP is more adjusted to the codification strategy 
and it undermines the efforts to implement the personalization strategy.  
4. Conclusion 
The University of Economics, Prague is a big and important player in the field of economy and business education 
in the Central and Eastern Europe. It strategic materials indicate that the UEP decided for personalization knowledge 
strategy, though intuitively (official knowledge strategy has not been articulated). Personalization strategy enables 
organization to be creative and meet specific needs of its customers. Such organization provides specific not 
standardized service (codification strategy) on high quality. The UEP orientation to personalization strategy is more 
the wish than serious decision now. The system of organizational management, namely the organizational structure, 
lack of team work, problems with personal relationships and small support of research and publication activities 
undermines these strategic objectives.  
 
The major problem is in general ignorance of strategic objectives, lack of support they get on the level of faculties 
and departments and administrative barriers and uncertainty of financing on the side of the Ministry of Education, 
Youth and Sports. The survey made at the UEP is not representative and cannot give definite answers whether chosen 
hypothesis are true or no. But it shows that the organizations failure to clearly define and support its knowledge 
strategy causes inefficiencies in knowledge creation, sharing and distribution. It limits especially the UEP research 
activities. The part of the algorithm for financing based on performance in science (measured by predefined types of 
publications and citations) is continuously declining.  
 
If the UEP really wants to return to the personalization strategy, it is necessary to make the intention really shared. 
It will help the academic staff and students decide on and focus on what is important from the strategic perspective. 
The style of financing is nearly out of the influence of the university; anyway the UEP is supporting creation of 
programs in foreigner languages for which it can collect fee. The basic organizational structure is defined by the 
Higher Education Act, so it cannot be changed as such. But it can be amended; the research institute or research teams 
built across faculties would help a lot. It is also possible to improve the administrative support. Due to the ICT 
development and previous codification strategy, academic staff is over helmed by administrative tasks, secretariats 
used to do in history. As for personal relationships and tacit knowledge sharing, this is the run for long term. What is 
really not advised is to stay between two knowledge strategies what is actually the case these days. 
 
636   Ludmila Mládková /  Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences  150 ( 2014 )  628 – 636 
 
References 
Al-Ghasani et al. (2006), Prototype System for Knowledge Problem Definition. Journal of Construction Engineering & Management.  Vol. 132. 
May. Issue 5. p. 516-524.  
Bair, J. H., O’Connor, E. (1998), The state of the product in knowledge management.  Journal Knowledge Management. Vol. 2 (2). p. 20–27. 
Beckman, T. A. (1997), Methodology for Knowledge Management, In: Proc. IASTED Al and Software Computing Conference, ACTA Press, 
Banff, pp. 29-32. 
Beer, M., Nohria, N. (2000), Cracking the Code of Change, Harvard Business Review, 78(3) (2000) 133–41. 
Kanter, J. (1999), Knowledge management: Practically speaking”  Inf. Syst. Management. Vol. 16 (4). p. 7–15. 
Kelemen J. et al. (2010), Knowledge in Context. Iura Edition. SR. 2010. pg. 139-172. 
Klasson, K. (1999): Managing knowledge for advantage: Content and collaboration technologies. Cambridge Technology Partners. Cambridge, 
Mass. In AL-GHASANI et al., Choosing Your Knowledge Management Strategy. School of Informatics, University of Edinburgh.  Journal of 
Knowledge Management Practice, June 2003. http://www.tlainc.com/articl51.htm. 20.7.2011. 22:15.  
Mládková, L(2012a),  Organizations from a System Perspective. Economics and Management, 2012, č. 17(1), s. 374–380. ISSN 1822-6515. 
Mládková L. (2012b), Management of Knowledge Workers, Iura Edition, SR, ISBN 978-80-8078-463-8. 
Mládková L. (2011), Sharing of Tacit Knowledge in Organizations in the Czech Republic. Global Conference on Business and Finance 
Proceedings. San Jose, Costa Rica. May 24-27, 2011. ISSN 1931-0285. 
Mládková L. (2005), Moderní přístupy k managementu. Tacitní znalost a jak ji řídit. C.H.Beck. Praha. ISBN 80-7179-310-8. 
MSMT (2014), Retrieved from http://www.msmt.cz/dokumenty. 6.3.2014, 20:47. 
Newman, B. D. (1991), An open discussion of knowledge management. The knowledge anagement forum. 1991. http://www.3-
cities.com/~bonewman/what_is.htm. Oct. 5, 2001. In In Al-Ghasani et al.,:  Prototype System for Knowledge Problem Definition. Journal of 
Construction Engineering & Management.  Vol. 132. May 2006. Issue 5. p. 516-524. 
Nonaka I., Takeuchi, H. (1995), The Knowledge Creating Company: How Japanese   Companies Create the Dynamics of Innovation. Oxford 
University Press. UK. 1995. ISBN 0-19-509269.  
Polanyi, M. (1966), The Tacit Dimension. London. Routledge & Kegan Paul UK. 1966.  
Snowden, D. (1998), A framework for creating a sustainable programme. Knowledge management: A real business guide. S. Rock, ed., Caspian 
Publishing. London. 1998. 6–18. In In Al-Ghasani et al., Prototype System for Knowledge Problem Definition. Journal of Construction 
Engineering & Management.  Vol. 132. May 2006. Issue 5. p. 516-524.  
Strategy (2014), http://www.businessdictionary.com/definition/strategy.html 7.2.2014) 
Synergy (2012), Retrieved from Synergism (2012) Retrieved from http://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/synergy. 28.2.2012. 12:28 
 http://www.thefreedictionary.com/synergy. 28.2.2012. 12:32.  
Synergism (2012), Retrieved from Synergism (2012) Retrieved from http://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/synergy. 28.2.2012. 12:28 
 http://www.thefreedictionary.com/synergy. 28.2.2012. 12:32.  
Tiwana, A. (2000): The knowledge management toolkit, Prentice-Hall. Englewood Cliffs. N.J. 2000. In Al-Ghasani et al.,  Prototype System for 
Knowledge Problem Definition. Journal of Construction Engineering & Management.  Vol. 132. May 2006. Issue 5. p. 516-524. 
Tobin, D. (1996), Transformational Learning – Renewing Your Company Through Knowledge and Skills. John Wiley & Sons, NY. 
Truneček, J. (2007), Filozofie podnikového řízení pro 21. století. Sborník mezinárodní konference Svět práce a kvalita života v globalizované 
ekonomice. Retrieved from http://kvalitazivota.vubp.cz/prispevky/sbornik_mezinarodni_konference/sbornik_3.pdf 9.10.2010 11:34 
Vail, E. F. (1999), Knowledge mapping: Getting started with knowledge management. Inf. Syst. Management. 16(4), 1999. p. 16–23. 
Veber, J. (2000), Management, základy, prosperita, globalizace, Management Press, Praha, ISBN 80-7261-029-5.  
VSE (2014). Retrieved from http://www.vse.cz/obecne/o_skole.php. Retrieved from http://www.vse.cz/obecne/o_skole.php. 4.3.2014. 19:46. 
VSE (2014a). Retrieved from http://strategie.vse.cz/o/mise-a-vize/ 6.3.2014. 21:04 
VSE (2014b). Retrieved from http://strategie.vse.cz/dlouhodoby-zamer/dlouhodoby-zamer-vse-na-obdobi-2011-2015/ 6.3.2014. 21:22. 
VSE (2014c). Retrieved from http://strategie.vse.cz/ 7.3.2014. 15:37. 
 
Zack, M. H. (1999). Developing a knowledge strategy. California management review, 41(3): 125-145. In Kasten, J. (2007). Knowledge strategy 
and its influence on knowledge organization. Proceedings of the North American Symposium on Knowledge Organization. Vol. 1. Available: 
http://dlist.sir.arizona.edu/1907. 6.2.2014. 
 
 
 
 
